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Art Unit 2881 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent Number 5,578,821 to Meisberger et aL Meisberger et al. discloses an inspection 
apparatus for a circuit pattern comprising an irradiation apparatus (column 20) which 
uses lenses 95, 104, 125 to direct a charged particle beam 100 onto the surface of a 
substrate 57 on which a circuit pattern has been formed, detectors 32 for detecting signals 
from the substrate, memory 52 for storing the signal visualized as an image, a comparing 
apparatus (defect processor 56) for comparing the stored signal to a signal generated by a 
different region of the substrate (Meisberger et al. calls such comparison a "die-to-die" 
comparison), and a monitor 46 which is capable of displaying any of the signals, 
including those generated by the defect processor. In such a system, the sizes of the 
pixels of the image signals are not ordinarily set in accordance to the beam diameter of 
the charged particle beam and there is nothing in the patent to indicate that the 
Meisberger et al. system is out of the ordinary in this regard. While the patent does 
mention at lines 33-46 in column 5 that it is "sometimes" necessary to scan regions 
repeatedly in order to generate images with sufficient contrast or to improve the image 
signal-to-noise ratio, the use of the word "sometimes" indicates that at other times 
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Meisberger et al. generates image signals based on only a single scan of a selected region. 
At lines 22-38 in column 3 and lines 56-58 in column 17, Meisberger et al teaches that 
the inspection apparatus classifies the defects found by the defect processor 56 based on 
features of the defects and the results of this classification are fed to the system computer 
36 which in turn sends signals to the column control computer 42, to control further 
observation of the detected defects, and to the image display 46. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Meisberger et al. in view of U.S. Patent Number 4,091,374 to Muller et al. Meisberger et 
al. teaches that in addition to a "die-to-die" comparison of different regions on the same 
substrate, the patented inspection system can also be used for a "die-to-database" 
inspection in which the image derived from the signals generated by the irradiation of a 
region on the substrate is compared to an image transmitted from an external apparatus 
(the database). Meisberger et al. does not specify how the various image signals are 
displayed on the monitor 46, but Muller et al. teaches that images from a real-time scan 
of a scanning electron microscope and from another source (such as an image storage 
tube) can be displayed in parallel on a monitor in order to view an orientation image (map 
display picture) as well as a working image (electron beam image). It would have been 
obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to apply the teachings of Muller et al. 
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to the Meisberger et al. inspection system by displaying the two images in parallel on the 
same monitor. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
Number 5,841,893 to Ishikawa. Ishikawa discloses an inspection process for a circuit 
pattern wherein defects or foreign particles on the circuit pattern are observed after each 
of a plurality of manufacturing steps and, as is discussed beginning at line 5 in column 
21, increases in the number of defects or foreign particles after specific manufacturing 
steps are detected and correlated with yield rates, and the defects are classified according 
to the correlation and the history of each processing apparatus in the manufacturing 
process. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
Number 6,259,960 to Inokuchi. Inokuchi discloses an inspection system for a circuit 
pattern comprising a preliminary inspection apparatus that inspects substrates and 
extracts defect information and transmits this information to a review SEM (an observing 
apparatus identical to that claimed in the instant application) that uses the coordinates of 
defects found by the preliminary inspection apparatus to observe these defects. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Inokuchi. It 
would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to adhere a mark to a 
location of a defect found in Inokuchi 's preliminary inspection apparatus to make it 
easier to find with the review SEM (observation apparatus). 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Inokuchi et 
al. in view of Ishikawa. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in 
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the art to provide the Inokuchi inspection system with means to perform Ishikawa's 
method of analyzing the yield of a multi-step manufacturing system. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jack I. Berman whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
4849. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:30-6:00) with every second 
Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Teresa M. Arroyo can be reached on (703) 308-4782. The fax phone 
numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 
308-7722 for regular communications and (703) 308-7722 for After Final 
communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 

0956. 

jtf Jack L Berman 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2881 
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